MINUTES  OF  THE  LOCAL  ASSESSMENT  COMMITTEE  TO  ADVISE  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  COMMISSION  ON  THE  REGULATORY 
REVIEW  OF  A PROPOSED  EXPANSION  OF  A HAZARDOUS  WASTE 
FACILITY  AT  501  TUNNEL  AVENUE 

The  fourth  meeting  of  the  Local  Assessment  Committee  was  convened  on  April 
6, 1993,  at  7:25  p.m.  at  the  Lipman  Intermediate  School,  1 Solano  Street  in 
Brisbane. 

LAC  members  excused: 

Seth  Ligon 
Don  Bertone 


Brisbane  staff  present: 

Carole  Nelson,  Dept,  of  City  Planning 

Norcal/Sanitarv  Fill  staff  present: 

Dail  Miller,  Norcal 
Paul  Fresina,  Sanitary  Fill  Company 

A proposed  change  to  the  agenda  was  suggested  by  Johnson,  to  include  vacant 
slots  on  the  LAC. 

Minutes 

The  following  corrections  were  made  to  the  March  2,  1993  minutes: 

P.2, 1st  paragraph  - 2nd  sentence  should  be  changed  to:  It  does  not  now  handle 
commercial  ha2ardous  waste,  except  for  VSQG  pilot  days. 

8th  paragraph  - delete  "Part  of  the  cost  is  covered  from  a $7.50  per  visit  HHWCF 
user  charge."  Replace  with  "The  HHWCF  is  funded  through  the  garbage  rate  of 
approximately  $1  per  year  per  single  can  service.  Kehoe  again  explained  that 
the  City  indemnifies  ...  three  part  contract  between  the  City,  Norcal  Eind 
Altamont. 

Last  paragraph:  The  answer  was  that  the  HHWCF  was  taking  medical  waste 
only  from  homeowners  at  the  present  time.  Fresina  added  that  they  would 
probably  not  take  medical  waste  from  small  businesses,  since  it  requires  a 
special  license  that  is  veiy  expensive  to  obtain.  The  minutes  were  approved  as 
corrected. 


LAC  members  present: 

Clara  Johnson,  Vice  Chair 
AUyson  Washburn 
Neil  Gendel 
Jerry  Motak 

City  staff  present: 

Alec  Bash,  Dept,  of  City  Planning 

Bill  Quan,  CAO's  Office 

Maria  Trapalis-Baird,  CAO's  Office 


Timeline  of  Hazardous  Waste  Facility  Expansion 


Alec  Bash  gave  a presentation  on  the  timeline  for  the  Hazardous  Waste  Facility 
Expansion  and  the  Sanitary  Fill  Company  Systems  Plan,  which  was  attached  to 
the  agenda  and  minutes.  Bill  Quan  spoke  briefly  on  the  State's  new  tiered 
permitting  process  for  hazardous  waste  facilities,  adding  that  it  is  stiU  in  a state 
of  flux.  He  said  that  the  State  is  considering  placing  the  proposed  facility  in  the 
second  hipest  tier,  standardized  permitting.  However,  the  State  will  not  issue 
a permit  until  the'City  is  finished  with  its  process.  An  interim  status  permit 
exists  for  the  systems  facility. 

Bash  stated  that  the  EIR  on  the  systems  plan  is  critical;  decision  making  cannot 
begin  until  the  EIR  is  prepared.  Johnson  raised  the  question  of  when  would  the 
EIR  be  available  to  the  LAC  for  review.  Bash  replied  in  one  year.  Bash  then 
went  on  to  discuss  the  Risk  Assessment  Report,  which  is  a very  technical 
document.  It  addresses  routine  operations  at  the  HHWCF;  how  much  risk 
emissions  from  the  HHWCF  pose,  etc.  It  is  not  intended  to  look  at  unanticipated 
risks  from  accidents.  Bash  went  on  to  announce  that  ENSR,  the  consultant  who 
is  preparing  the  risk  assessment,  has  distributed  the  Draft  Scope  to  City 
departments  and  that  the  Risk  Assessment  Report  becomes  part  of  the 
Preliminary  Draft  EIR  II.  Once  the  scope  of  work  is  complete,  it  will  be  provided 
to  the  LAC. 

Gendel  posed  the  question  "Would  the  risk  assessment  determine  long  term 
exposure  for  an  average  life  span  of  70  years,  and  will  it  look  at  future 
population  trends  and  business  uses.  Quan  responded  that  City  Planning  and 
its  health  risk  consultant  are  aware  of  this  issue,  but  he  did  not  know  how  it 
would  be  addressed.  Johnson  asked  if  there  are  other  permanent  HHWCF  in 
the  country  older  than  San  Francisco's,  to  compare  trends.  Fresina  replied  that 
there  are  not  many  facilities  older  than  San  Francisco's,  since  it  was  one  of  the 
first  in  the  nation.  He  responded  that  we  can  expect  a 30%  increase  every  year, 
and  that  the  maximum  participants  the  HHWCF  can  currently  handle  is  150 
people  per  day.  If  anymore  increases  occur,  the  facility  would  have  to  go  to  an 
appointment  system,  and  we  would  have  to  cut  back  on  publicity. 

Bash  then  proceeded  to  address  the  different  methods  in  which  the  LAC  could 
hire  a consultant  for  technical  expertise.  He  outlined  the  following  different 
options  which  were  examined  in  the  course  of  the  Mission  Bay  project: 


1)  City  hires  consultant  to  provide  technical  expertise  to  LAC.  This  method 
would  take  3-6  months  minimum.  The  City  issues  a Requst  for 
Qualifications  or  Request  for  Proposal  to  specified  consultants  and 
organizations,  would  screen  consultants  that  expressed  an  interest, 
would  work  with  the  LAC  and  Human  Rights  Commission  in  selecting  a 
qualified  consultaint,  and  would  work  with  the  City  Attorney  and  Civil 
Service  Commission  to  come  up  with  a contractual  agreement. 

The  remaining  three  methods  would  take  minimal  time  once  the  consultant  was 
selected. 

2)  The  City  would  work  with  the  LAC  in  selecting  the  consultant  and 
arranges  with  the  private  sponsor  to  fund  the  consultant  through  the 
environmental  consultant  already  on  board. 

3)  The  City  would  work  with  the  LAC  in  selecting  the  consultant  and 
arrange  with  the  project  sponsor  to  hire  the  consultant  directly.  The 
City  directs  the  consultant  in  preparing  work. 

4)  The  project  sponsor  hires  the  consultant,  who  in  turn  works  under  the 
project  sponsor,  but  interaction  between  the  City,  the  project  sponsor  and 
the  consultant  still  occur. 

Sanitary  Fill  Company  has  agreed  to  provide  $100,000  for  the  consultants  work. 
Gendel  had  a question  as  to  how  long  of  a time  period  the  money  is  intended  for. 
Bash  responded  the  City  viewed  it  as  a one  year  budget,  but  Sanitary  Fill 
Company  had  no  specific  time  frame  for  the  proposed  budget. 

There  was  some  discussion  by  the  LAC  over  preferred  options.  Johnson  favored 
options  2 & 3;  while  Washburn  agreed  that  options  1 & 4 did  not  seem  desirable. 
Some  discussion  ensued  on  the  role  of  the  consultant,  which  was  agreed  upon 
that  the  consultant  was  to  help  the  LAC  direct  their  work.  For  example,  the 
consultant  could  raise  technical  questions  at  presentations  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  and  the  State  Department  of  Toxics  Substances 
Control.  Washburn  suggested  that  the  LAC  talk  to  the  public  prior  to  hiring  the 
consultant.  A motion  was  made  to  request  the  Planning  Department  come  back 
with  a list  of  consultants  they  may  be  able  to  recommend  that  have  expertise  on 
hazardous  waste  facilities  and  their  effects  on  the  surrounding  areas.  Gendel 
questioned  whether  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  had  to  be  involved 
because  of  their  oversight  authority  over  the  proposed  facility  and  whether  DPH 


will  be  hiring  any  personnel  for  this  project.  Quan  replied  that  DPH  has  been 
involved  in  reviewing  the  project,  but  on  a voluntary  basis  because  there  is  no 
statutory  requirement  that  they  be  involved.  Also,  Quan  said  that  under 
standardized  permitting  for  the  proposed  facility  the  State  may  inspect  the 
facility  instead  of  DPH.  Finally,  Quan  said  that  DPH  has  not  indicated  that 
they  would  hire  additional  personnel. 

Very  Small  Quantity  Generator  Collection  Day 

Paul  Fresina  made  a presentation  on  the  Very  Small  Quantity  Generator 
(VSQG)  Collection  Day  (see  attached  handout  entitled  "Summaiy  of  VSQG  Pilot 
Collection  Day  on  We^esday,  March  3, 1993).  Gendel  inquired  as  to  what  is 
being  done  to  promote  waste  reduction  among  the  businesses.  Fresina  replied 
that  industries  for  which  waste  reduction  checklists  have  been  developed  by 
State  Toxics  receive  a checklist  and  other  information  prepared  by  the  CAO's 
Office.  Gendel  inquired  if  any  outreach  is  being  done  for  the  Southeast  business 
community.  Maria  Trapalis-Baird  replied  that  some  outreach  concentrated  on 
that  community  wiU  be  done  by  the  Green  Ribbon  Panel.  Fresina  distributed  a 
sample  of  the  materials  sent  out  to  businesses  to  advertise  the  program.  He  also 
explained  the  paperwork  and  methods  used  to  determine  if  a business  is  a 
VSQG.  The  LAC  requested  that  Sanitary  Fill  Company  show  zip  codes  of  what 
areas  the  businesses  were  coming  from.  Fresina  replied  the  following  issues  will 
have  to  be  addressed  before  any  more  VSQG  pilot  days  m*e  scheduled: 

1)  Who  will  be  the  generator  of  the  waste  for  future  pilot  days? 

2)  If  Brisbane  participated,  the  drums  would  have  to  be  kept  separate, 
because  Brisbane  would  be  the  generator. 

3)  Transportation  regulations  limit  the  amount  of  hazardous  waste  that  a 
resident  or  business  may  transport  to  5 gal  or  50  lbs.,  however, 

the  average  amount  brought  in  by  businesses  is  13.5  gallons. 

4)  In  the  proposal,  the  facility  will  be  open  to  businesses  every  Monday, 
Tuesday,  & Wednesday,  depending  on  demand.  There  would  be 
maximum  of  100  appointments  for  businesses.  The  milk  run  program 
would  serve  20  businesses  per  milk  run;  3 milkruns  per  day  (three  days 
per  week). 

General  Announcements 

Johnson  relayed  the  information  that  Lois  Scott  was  unable  to  get  newspaper 
ads  in  the  Independent  due  to  budgeting  problems.  Gendel  announced  his 
resignation  from  the  LAC,  due  to  other  commitments.  The  committee  expressed 
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their  sorrow  over  the  loss  of  Gendel,  and  Seth  Ligon,  who  will  be  unable  to 
continue  due  to  serious  illness. 

The  discussion  then  turned  to  the  letter  and  questionnaire  drafted  by  Lois  Scott. 
A suggestion  was  made  that  the  letter  attempt  to  recruit  members  for  the  two 
vacancies  on  the  LAC  (environmental  & affected  industry).  The  question  was 
raised  if  Jeff  Judd,  alternate,  could  represent  one  of  the  slots.  It  was  suggested 
that  the  LAC  advertise  in  the  Printing  Industries  of  Northern  California, 
Painting  & Decorating  Contractor's  Association,  and  the  Building  Offices 
Managers  Association  newsletters,  to  find  replacements.  Fresina  said  he  would 
send  Scott  mailing  labels  for  VSQG  program  participants  who  might  be 
interested  in  joining  the  LAC.  A request  was  made  that  the  LAC  distribute  a 
flyer  at  People's  Earth  Day  in  Bayview-Hunter's  Point  on  April  17th.  It  was 
decided  that  Scott's  letter  would  be  turned  into  a flyer  and  Sam  Murray  would 
distribute  it  at  the  Earth  Day  event. 

Future  Meeting 

The  next  meeting  will  be  held  at  Executive  Park  on  May  4,  1993.  The  meeting 
was  adjourned  at  9:45  p.m. 
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, PLANNING  COMMISSION  ON  THE  REGULATORY  REVIEW  OF  A PROPOSED  EXPANSION 
•P'OFXHAZARDOLJS  waste  facility  at  501  TUNNEL  AVENUE 

The  seventh  meeting  of  the  Local  Assessment  Committee  was  convened  July  6,  1993  at  7:30 
p.m.  at  the  Southeast  Facility,  1800  Oakdale  Avenue,  in  San  Francisco. 


LAC  Members  Excused 

Jerry  Motak  DOC'  npp^ 


LAC  Members  Present 

Don  Bertone,  Chair 
Clara  Johnson,  Vice  Chair 
George  Nielsen 
Luis  Pardo 
Allyson  Washburn 
Jeff  Judd 
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Norcal/Sanitarv  Fill  Staff  Present 

Paul  Fresina 
Cedar  Kehoe 


City  Staff  Present 

Lois  Scott,  Department  of  City  Planning 
Bill  Quan,  CAO’s  Office 


Others  Present 

Rev.  Robert  Riley,  Chair  of  North  Richmond  LAC 
Prof.  Paul  Craig,  Member  of  Martinez  LAC 
Richard  Roos-Collins,  Negotiator  for  Martinez  LAC 
Natural  Heritage  Institute 
Michelle  Schwartz,  National  Heritage  Institute 
Susan  Herbert  (S.F.  Independent) 

Steve  Oliva 
Jess  Wilson 
Catherine  McCarthy 

Anne  Eng,  Commission  on  the  Environment 
Minutes 

The  minutes  of  June  1,  1993  were  tabled  until  three  members  present  at  that  meeting  couid 
act  on  them.  A correction  to  the  last  sentence  of  the  paragraph  pertaining  to  minutes,  e.g. 
"quality  assurance  in  lab  packing"  was  noted. 

Introductions 

Chairman  Bertone  introduced  members  of  the  San  Francisco  Local  Assessment  Committee 
including  two  new  members,  George  A.  Nielsen  and  Luis  Pardo,  were  appointed  by  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  on  June  24,  1993.  Nielsen  was  appointed  as  a 
representative  of  an  affected  business  or  category.  He  is  the  regional  Sales  Manager  for 
Scatena  York  Company,  a commercial  refrigeration  company.  He  is  also  active  in 
neighborhood  organizations.  Pardo  was  appointed  as  a representative  of  an  environmental  or 
public  interest  group.  He  is  an  organizer  for  PODER  People  Organizing  to  Demand 
Environmental  Rights  and  has  a background  in  environmental  education. 

Panel  Discussion-How  Other  Local  Assessment  Committees  Worked  with  their  Communities 
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Rev.  Robert  Riley 

Rev.  Robert  Riley  described  the  North  Richmond  setting  in  which  the  Erickson  Hazardous 
Waste  Transfer/Treatment  Facility  was  proposed  to  be  located.  He  said  North  Richmond  is  an 
unincorporated  area  in  Contra  Costa  County  where  all  sorts  of  industries  are  located,  including 
those  producing  toxics.  He,  as  chair  of  the  LAC,  and  the  LAC  members  first  had  to  learn  what 
toxics  are  and  the  necessity  to  treat  materials  used  in  our  homes  and  community.  The  people 
in  North  Richmond  worried  about  injuries  to  people  from  toxic  materials.  Their  fears  were  both 
real  and  unreal.  The  LAC  had  reports  from  many  agencies.  Some  of  the  major 
accomplishments  of  the  process  included:  access  to  the  community  for  emergency  vehicles: 
scholarships  and  a communication  system  where  a group  of  paid  people  are  willing  to  notify 
the  community  in  the  event  of  a problem. 

Rev.  Riley  said  some  people  still  didn’t  want  the  facility.  The  ERA  permit  for  it  was  finally 
issued  a few  days  ago.  He  commented  that  it  is  necessary  for  people  to  understand  what  it  is 
that  people  don’t  want. 

Judd  asked  for  further  description  of  the  community  and  the  approvals  needed  from  the 
County.  Rev.  Riley  said  it  is  both  an  industrial  and  residential  area;  the  population  is  Black; 
there  is  quite  a bit  of  crime.  The  county  needed  to  approve  the  expansion  (Erickson  already 
provided  toxic  clean-up  services)  and  a building  permit. 

Washburn  asked  for  further  description  of  organized  environmental  opposition  to  the  project. 

Riley  said  there  was  a West  County  Toxics  Coalition  which  monitored  and  opposed  the 
project.  Part  of  the  role  of  the  LAC  was  to  identify  objections  and  make  sure  they  received 
responses. 

Johnson  asked  if  Erickson  already  operated  on  the  proposed  site.  Riley  said  they  were 
already  located  adjacent  to  it.  Johnson  complimented  the  North  Richmond  LAC  on  its 
recommendations,  particularly  on  health  and  internships.  She  asked  if  health  measures 
included  cancer  screening.  Riley  said  there  was  lots  of  discussion  of  cancer  and  cancer 
rates  and  much  testing  of  the  air.  Part  of  the  10%  taxation  of  Erickson  will  be  coming  back  to 
the  community  for  health  care.  Nielson  asked  if  there  was  support  for  the  project  from 
business  who  would  use  it  for  the  project.  Riley  said  it  was  new  to  them  and  they  didn’t  get 
directly  involved. 

Bertone  asked  further  questions  on  health  services,  including  funding  for  a neighborhood  clinic 
which  he  understood  was  not  a direct  part  of  the  project.  Riley  said  that  new  ambulance 
access  for  the  main  part  of  the  community  between  railroad  tracks  was  part  of  project  funding. 
Bertone  asked  about  outreach.  Riley  said  people  knew  about  the  project;  several  cities  were 
involved;  most  people  were  opposed.  Bertone  asked  who  became  the  paid  Communication 
and  Information  Committee.  Riley  said  it  was  still  being  formed  and  their  main  job  would  be  to 
spread  the  word  if  there  is  an  emergency.  Bertone  asked  if  local  hire  had  occurred.  Riley 
said  the  proof  will  be  when  the  project  is  constructed.  Pardo  asked  if  there  was  any  funding 
of  education  on  source  reduction.  Riley  did  not  think  there  was. 

Johnson  asked  if  the  Committee  used  consultants.  Riley  said  no.  Scott  explained  that 
Catherine  Katsuris,  of  the  County’s  Community  Development  Department  had  been  both  staff 
to  the  Committee  and  supervisor  of  the  EIR  which  was  prepared  by  Woodward  Clyde.  One  of 
the  guests  asked  how  Riley  was  appointed  to  the  LAC  and  if  he  was  originally  opposed  to  the 
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project.  Riley  said  he  represented  a group  of  ministers  and  that  initially  he  didn’t  know  much 
about  toxics. 

Paul  Craig 

Craig  then  described  the  Rhone-Poulenc  project  (a  facility  that  already  produced  sulphuric 
acid  that  proposed  to  incinerate  toxic  waste)  and  the  Martinez  setting.  He  said  Martinez  is 
south  of  Benecia.  It  is  an  old  blue  collar  Italian  community  in  the  process  of  gentrification. 
There  is  a high  vacancy  rate  in  Downtown  which  is  beginning  to  have  a specialty  in  antiques. 
Historically,  the  Shell  Oil  refinery  provided  most  of  the  job  base. 

Craig  said  the  job  of  an  LAC  is  to  become  technically  aware.  The  Martinez  LAC  needed  help 
on  technical  and  legal  issues.  The  LAC  experience  can  be  empowering.  In  Martinez,  it 
helped  develop  a local  environmental  organization.  One  of  the  group  members  was  elected  to 
the  City  Council. 

Craig  advised  that  you  should  look  to  a win/win  strategy.  Get  something  positive  for  the 
community  and  get  the  facility  to  operate  in  a safe  way.  You  need  to  have  teeth  in  the  safety 
procedures. 

When  the  Committee  started  there  was  already  opposition  to  the  project.  Greenpeace  had 
organized  several  demonstrations.  The  company  provided  lots  of  material  about  the  project; 
we  needed  technical  help  to  understand  it.  Our  experience  was  also  that  we  had  to  question 
everything.  No  one  in  the  community  was  enthusiastic  about  the  project  because  of  the 
possibility  of  accident.  Our  LAC  proceeded  seriously  because  under  the  State  law,  it  was 
likely  there  would  be  an  appeal  of  local  disapproval. 

We  finally  had  the  view  that  the  sponsor  had  the  capacity  to  operate  safely,  but  we  had 
questions  on  enforcement.  Cancer  isn’t  all  you  have  to  worry  about.  A quarter  of  us  will  die 
from  cancer.  What  does  1 in  1 ,000,000  mean  against  250,000  in  1 ,000,000? 

I think  the  most  important  principle  is  that  an  LAC  can  make  a clear  statement  that  a 
community  will  be  better  off  because  of  a project;  that  it  will  have  a net  environment  benefit. 

The  company  was  not  good  at  convincing  the  LAC.  The  community  lost  faith  in  the  sponsor 
after  four  years.  After  a fatal  fire  at  the  existing  plant,  the  company  agreed  to  making  a $1 
million  payment  to  the  City,  and  withdrawing  the  application. 

From  our  experience  it  is  reasonable  to  ask  for 

monitoring 

teeth,  so  you  can  do  things  to  them  if  they  don’t  perform 
offsets  so  that  the  community  winds  up  healthier 
offsets  so  that  the  community  winds  up  better  economically 

You  should  seek  to  involve  the  public  with  help  from  local  newspapers.  In  our  case,  Cal  ERA 
helped  by  preparing  a fact  sheet.  Preparing  it  helped  EPA  understand  the  project  and 
people’s  concerns  because  they  had  to  talk  with  everyone  involved. 
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Richard  Roos-Collins 


Roos-Collins  said  he  had  assisted  the  Martinez  U\C  in  negotiations.  He  feels  structured 
negotiations  help  insure  success  and  offered  six  points  of  advice  to  the  San  Francisco  LAC: 

1.  Establish  an  environmental  objective  for  your  work.  In  Martinez,  this  was  to  provide 
net  benefits  in  terms  of  economics  and  health.  For  example,  for  each  impact  such  as 
risk  from  accident,  there  should  be  a reduction  in  risk  from  accident. 

2.  Public  Outreach  is  critical.  People  attending  the  Martinez  meetings  gave  ideas  for 
mitigation  and  they  forced  the  company  to  be  thorough  in  describing  how  the  facility 
would  operate.  On  the  flip  side,  however,  our  negotiations  were  confidential  until 
agreement  could  be  reached.  This  created  some  distrust.  We  tried  to  be  forthright  and 
aggressive  with  the  community. 

3.  Involve  federal  and  state  agencies  with  permitting  responsibilities  as  your  allies. 
The  agency  people  were  initially  skeptical,  but  later  saw  our  LAC  as  a way  to  promote 
regulatory  innovations  to  their  managements.  However,  you  should  use  the  federal  and 
state  permits  as  a floor,  not  a ceiling,  to  what  you  do. 

4.  Do  your  own  technical  analysis.  For  example  there  was  no  requirement  to  identify 
quantity  in  accident  risk.  We  needed  our  own  technical  consultant  to  make  sure  all 
impacts  were  fully  identified  and  addressed.  This  is  where  we  had  trouble. 

5.  Use  the  negotiation  process  and  negotiate  for  success.  We  decided  to  conduct  the 
negotiation  in  private  with  a subcommittee  of  the  LAC,  the  lawyer  and  the  technical 
consultant.  There  was  no  Brown  Act  problem.  In  hindsight,  we  should  all  have  been 
negotiating  from  one  document,  but  each  group  had  several.  Our  momentum  also 
tended  to  dissipate  because  we  met  only  every  two  months. 

After  thanking  the  panelists  for  their  very  informative  presentations.  Chairman  Bertone  opened 
the  floor  for  further  questions. 

Judd  asked  for  more  explanation  of  the  net  environmental  benefit  concept  and  whether  it  was 
necessary  to  go  outside  the  proposed  plant  to  achieve  it. 

Craig  said  that  benefits  could  be  off  site.  For  example,  if  air  quality  impacts  result  in  a 1 in 
1 ,000,000  cancer  risk,  this  risk  could  be  more  than  offset  by  use  of  natural  gas  in  City  cars, 
causing  less  pollution  elsewhere  around  the  City. 

Michelle  Schwartz  added  that  the  Martinez  LAC  solicited  bids  for  an  air  quality  technical 
consultant.  The  City  organized  the  bidding  and  the  LAC  reviewed  the  bids.  The  negotiator 
also  get  technical  consultants.  She  suggested  interviewing  consultants  in  good  standing  with 
regulatory  agencies. 

Johnson  asked  for  a timeline  for  the  Martinez  project.  Craig  replied  that  the  first  application 
predated  the  Tanner  Act.  The  Draft  EIR  had  been  published  one  day  before  the  project  fire, 
about  four  years  from  the  outset. 
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Kehoe  asked  what  outcome  there  might  have  been  in  Martinez  if  the  facility  wasn’t  an 
incinerator,  but  a facility  for  household  and  small  business  hazardous  waste. 

Craig  said  the  situation  would  have  been  different,  both  in  terms  of  the  institutions  and  people 
involved. 

Steve  Oliva  asked  what  was  the  reason  for  taking  waste  from  a larger  area  than  the  local 
community?  He  felt  the  projects  should  have  reflected  the  needs  of  small  business. 

Craig  noted  the  disposal  problems  of  small  businesses  are  symptomatic  if  the  nature  of  how 
badly  we  have  handled  hazardous  waste  problems.  But  there  are  now  more  opportunities  for 
win/win  solutions. 

Johnson  asked  for  more  information  on  sensing  equipment  and  "procedures  with  teeth".  Craig 
said  that  the  cost  of  sensing  equipment  could  be  significant  for  a small  facility,  but  not  for  a 
very  large  operation.  An  issue  in  Martinez  had  been  the  measurement  of  heavy  metals  in  the 
stack.  Some  surrogate  measures  were  possible,  but  the  technology  was  changing.  There 
was  negotiation  on  continuation  of  best  available  technology  and  when  updated  sensory 
equipment  would  be  installed. 

Rev.  Riley  said  in  Martinez  inside  and  outside  inspections  were  proposed.  Also 
measurements  for  an  overall  area.  We  have  to  learn  to  work  together  and  trust  each  other. 

Oliva  commented  that  he  believes  manufacturers  of  products  should  bear  more  of  the 
responsibility  and  costs  for  disposal.  As  a painting  contractor,  there’s  too  much  burden  on 
small  business.  1 have  to  pay  $600  per  drum.  The  disposal  problem  should  go  back  to  the 
maker. 

Roos-Collins,  responding  to  Johnson’s  question  on  "teeth",  said  the  teeth  might  be  provided  in 
several  places.  In  terms  of  land  use  regulations,  some  conditions  such  as  hour  of  operations, 
would  be  covered  in  a conditional  use  permit.  Other  conditions  might  be  put  in  other 
regulatory  agreements.  The  City  Attorney  can  help  determine  where  the  teeth  belong.  Some 
examples  of  teeth  were  reporting  by  modem/phone  line  to  City/County  offices  and  penalties 
for  violations. 

Washburn  asked  the  panelists  what  kinds  of  techniques  their  LAC’s  used  to  bring  the  public 
in.  Craig  said  Cal/EPA  developed  a mailing  list.  However,  he  advised  that  you  shouldn’t  think 
a packed  room  means  success.  There  are  times  to  have  sessions  with  the  public.  Usually 
the  City  or  County  has  people  with  these  skills. 

Rev.  Riley  said  people  will  come  if  you  have  something  that  is  catchy  and  dangerous.  It’s 
good  if  people  in  the  audience  have  groups  that  they  are  going  to  report  to.  Often  there’s  a 
lot  of  city  and  agency  people. 

Johnson  asked  how  often  the  two  LAC’s  met.  Rev  Riley  and  Craig  both  indicated  that  they 
met  twice  a month. 

Pardo  asked  what  was  done  to  keep  people  motivated  and  focussed.  Craig  said 
understanding  roles  of  the  regulatory  agencies,  understanding  how  emergency  services  such 
as  police  and  fire  would  operate,  and  briefings  by  the  company  all  helped.  Rev.  Riley  said  the 
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Richmond  LAC  would  call  in  experts.  Craig  again  noted  that  being  on  LAC  was  an 
empowering  experience,  with  some  unexpected  political  side  effects. 

There  was  a brief  break  for  refreshments  and  further  informal  discussion  with  the  panelists. 

Report  on  Technical  Consultants  Survev/Scopes  of  Work 

Bill  Quan  provided  a further  list  of  potential  consultants  to  receive  the  survey.  Judd  suggested 
traffic  should  be  added  to  the  consultant  inquiry.  There  was  brief  discussion  of  the  relevance 
and  sources  for  traffic  consultants. 

Lois  Scott  presented  a brief  report  on  first  draft  scopes  of  work  and  responses  received  to 
date.  (See  attachment)  Judd  felt  it  would  be  appropriate  to  solicit  further  input  from  the  public 
on  the  scopes  of  work. 

Next  Meeting 

The  next  meeting  was  scheduled  for  August  3,  1993  at  7 p.m.  at  the  Korean  Church,  120 
Lathrop  Street  in  the  Little  Hollywood  neighborhood,  San  Francisco,  Principal  items  of 
business  will  be  consultant  solution  procedures  and  refinement/development  of  scopes  of 
work.  Scott  announced  she  would  be  out  of  the  country  on  August  3 and  that  Alec  Bash  of 
the  Planning  Department  would  staff  the  Committee  and  the  CAOs  Office  would  prepare  the 
minutes.  The  meeting  adjourned  at  9:45  p.m. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  EIGHTH  MEETING 
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LOCAL  ASSESSMENT  COMMITTEE 

Appointed  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  to 
advise  the  City  on  terms  and  conditions  by  which 
a proposed  expansion  of  the  existing  Household  Hazardous 
Waste  Collection  Facility  at  501  Tunnel  Avenue  may  be  acceptable 
to  the  community. 

'O  Tuesday 

August  3,  1993  at  7:00  p.m. 

Korean  Church,  at  120  Lathrop  Avenue  (near  Tunnel  Avenue), 
San  Francisco 


I.  Welcome  & Introduction  of  Members,  Guests 


(10  min.) 


II.  Minutes  of  June  1,  1993  and  July  6,  1993 


(5  min.) 


III.  Process  for  selection  of  technical  consultants  and  Next  Steps,  (see 
timeline  discussion  in  April  6 minutes) 


(1.5  hrs). 


• Recap  of  options  for  contracting  with  consultants  - 10  min. 

• Consideration  of  consultant  to  provide  interpretation  and  review  of  technical 
documents  (e.g.  Health  Risk  Assessment  and  EIR)  - 20  min. 

- Selection  of  preferred  contracting  method 

Strategy  for  selecting  consultant  and  determining  scope  of  work 

• Discussion  and  consideration  of  technical  consultants  for  Public  Outreach, 
Economic  Issues  and  other  issues  - 30  min 

- Selection  of  preferred  contracting  method 

- Strategy  for  selecting  consultant  and  determining  scope  of  work 

IV.  Establishment  of  LAC  Subcommittees  (e.g.,  Job  Training)  (20  min) 

V.  Public  Comment  for  Items  Not  on  Agenda  (10  min.) 

VI.  Location/Schedule  for  Future  Meetings  (5  min.) 

September?,  1993 
Octobers,  1993 

for  further  info:  558-6319 
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FAX:  S58-640S 


■‘1 


v;  ji 
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Department  of  City  Planning 6) 

LOCAL  ASSESSMENT 
COMMITTEE 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


ANNOUNCEMENT  OF  NINTH  MEETING 
LOCAL  ASSESSMENT  COMMITTEE 

Appointed  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  to 
advise  the  City  on  terms  and  conditions  by  which 
a proposed  expansion  of  the  existing  Household  Hazardous 
Waste  Collection  Facility  at  501  Tunnel  Avenue  may  be  acceptable 
to  the  community. 


~ Tjje^day 
September  7,  1993  at  7:00  p.m. 

Korean  Church,  at  120  Lathrop  Avenue  (near  Tunnel  Avenue), 
San  Francisco 


m3 


Welcome  & Introduction  of  Members,  Guests 


(5  min) 


II  Minutes  of  August  3,  1 993 


(5  min) 


III  Revised  Scope  of  Work  for  Health  Risk  Assessment  (30  min) 

! Presentation  by  ESA 

IV  Guidelines  for  Selection  of  Consultants  (35  min) 

Report  on  City  guidelines  by  Bill  Quan,  CAO's  Office 

Report  on  Martinez  LAC  guidelines  by  City  Planning  Staff 
Selection  of  option(s)  to  hire  consultants 

V Current  Public  Outreach  Efforts  (10  min) 

Report  by  Lois  Scott 

VI  Discussion  of  Formation  of  Additional  Subcommittees 

(e.g.,  Job  Training)  (10  min) 

I Vli  Development  of  "canned"  talk  to  be  used  by  LAC  and  other  meetings 

' - Content 

i a.  purpose  of  LAC  and  members  of  LAC 

I b.  proj.  description 

i c.  issues  identified  to  date 

d.  technical  studies  to  be  developed  and  to  be  sent  out  for 
public  review  and  comments 

e.  timelines  for  approval/disapproval  of  projects 

f.  upcoming  LAC  meetings 

I 

j VIII  Public  Comments  on  items  not  on  the  Agenda 

I IX  Location/Schedule  for  future  meetings  (5  min) 

I October  5,  1993  Korean  Presbytarian  Church 

! Set  November  meeting  date 

I for  further  info  call  Lois  Scott  at:  558-6319 


(15  min) 


(5  min) 


; 0582/apa 

i ADMINISTRATION  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION  PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS  IMPLEMENTATION  / ZONING 

I (415)550-6414  (415)558-6414  (415)558-6264  (415)558-6377 


FAX:  558-6426 


FAX:  558-6409 


, -/ ..;  .^..  \:M  . . . 


■■  ’ ■ m^  ' ':'■ , . X, 

ft  \ /-  ' f''  - 


-k^mr  ... 

Mm.t  ^ , ,, 

,'  ■•  ■:: 

■.  ''  ■".  V.’m*  'v,  . ■'W-  jku^.  j,  j 


%fj't 


''  HffiM', 


■± 


„ ^ 

\ Mo  i>mo  ,mip  ^ 


" ' -'  '-qp’ 

tr'^\  'i 


' ''^  iv  4 


[V  i 


uv, 


, . :,  V,: ';- 1’\  ,;\>!5$>!, 


^ j 1'^' V ftf ^oc^.ivVi 


Dear  Community  Member  or  Organization: 


March  28,  1995 


A few  days  ago  you  received  a notification  about  the  publication  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (DEIR)  on  the  Systems  Plan  for  the  Norcal  Complex  at  Beatty  Road  and 
Tunnel  Avenue,  at  the  San  Francisco-Brisbane  border.  One  part  of  the  Systems  Plan 
concerns  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  existing  Household  Hazardous  Waste  Facility.  .As 
the  notice  indicated,  there  will  be  formal  public  hearings  on  this  DEIR  orv^ril  18^(6:30  pm 
at  the  Visitacion  Valley  Community  Center,  50  Raymond  Ave)  and  April  20^t  the 


Planning  Commission  , 401  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Room  428.  ^ 

Because  of  State  of  California  regulations  (the  Tanner  Act)  and  community  interest  in 
hazardous  waste  facilities,  in  1993,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  appointed  a 
seven  member  advisory  committee.  This  Committee  is  known  as  the  Local  Assessment 
Committee  (LAC)  because  it  is  charged  with  assessing  community  concerns  about  the 
proposed  expansion  of  the  hazardous  waste  facility  and  recommending/negotiating  means  to 
address  such  concerns.  As  one  of  the  founders  of  the  Little  Hollywood  Association,  I have 
served  as  chair  of  the  Committee  and  Clara  Johnson,  the  Mayor  of  Brisbane  is  the  vice  chair. 
The  Committee  has  technical  consultants  who  have  assisted  us  in  reviewing  information  on 
the  project,  including  background  information  for  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

Since  1993,  the  LAC  has  met  regularly.  We  usually  meet  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
expansion.  Some  of  our  Committee  members  previously  served  in  an  advisory  capacity  for 
San  Francisco's  Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan.  The  LAC  has  asked  many  questions 
and  have  received  a great  deal  of  information  on  the  proposed  facility.  We  would  therefore 
like  to  share  with  you  a summary  of  some  of  the  key  facts  we  have  learned  aboutjhe  project. 
We  would  also  like  to  extend  an  invitation  to  attend  our  next  meeting  -CA^H^^at  7 pm 
at  the  Korean  Church  in  Little  Hollywood,  120  Lathrop  Avenue  - as  we  focus  and  draft 
our  testimony  on  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  hazardous  waste  component  of  the 
Systems  Plan  EIR  and  appropriate  mitigations.  The  LAC  also  plans  to  develop  separate 
recommendations  on  some  concerns  which  are  not  a part  of  the  prescribed  contents  of  an 


EIR. 


If  you  are  planning  to  comment  on  the  hazardous  waste  component  of  the  EIR,  or  have 
other  concerns  about  the  hazardous  waste  project  not  normally  addressed  in  an  EIR,  we  think 
reading  the  enclosed  fact  sheets  and  attending  our  meeting  may  be  helpful  to  you. 


Sinnfirfilv 


Don  Bertone 

Chair,  Local  Assessment  Committee 
467-9669 


Ends:  fact  sheets 
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Hazardous  Waste  Facility  Project  Summary 


Since  1988  San  Francisco’s  Household  Hazardous  Waste 
Collecton  Facility  has  been  open  three  days  a week  for 
City  residents  to  bring  household  hazardous  waste  for  free. 
Technicians  unload  waste,  package  it  into  drums,  and 
arrange  shipments  of  waste  from  the  facility. 

The  facility  consists  of  a single  storage  building,  30  x 
80  feet  within  a fenced  yard.  It  is  divided  into  two  rooms; 
the  east  room  is  half  the  size  of  the  west  room.  The  east 
room  is  used  for  supplies  and  as  a laboratory.  The  larger 
west  room  is  divided  into  three  storage  bays,  which  are 
used  to  store  waste  according  to  their  hazards:  acids,  bases, 
and  flammables.  Wastes  are  stored  for  a maximum  of  90 
days  or  a year,  according  the  waste  type  and  government 
approvals.  Some  usable  products,  e.g.,  latex  paint,  are  given 
to  the  public.  All  other  wastes  are  shipped  off  to  recycling 
or  disposal  facilities. 

In  1992,  the  facility  staned  a pilot  program  that  allows 
qualifying  small  businesses  to  use  the  facility  on  special 
days.  To  qualify  for  the  program,  a business  must  generate 
less  than  27  gallons  of  waste  per  month.  These  businesses 
must  make  an  appointment  and  pay  a fee. 


Proposed  Changes 

Sanitary  Fill  Company,  the  owner  of  the  facility,  is 
proposing  to  expand  and  upgrade  it  to  accommodate 
increasing  participation  by  San  Francisco  residents  on 
Thursday,  Friday,  and  Satruday.  The  proposal  also  includes 
a permanent  service  for  small  businesses  on  Monday, 
Tuesday,  and/or  Wednesday. 

To  handle  the  increase  in  waste  at  the  facility, 
the  following  are  being  proposed: 

Offices.  Build  a new  control  building  with  ofif^ice  space, 
locker  rooms  and  meeting  rooms  for  employees. 

Loading  Dock  and  Canopy.  Build  a covered  vehicle 
unloading  area  to  protect  the  public  and  employees 
from  the  weather;  build  a new  loading  dock  to  increase 
efficiency  for  shipments  of  waste  from  the  facility. 

Laboratory.  Build  a separate  laboratory  building  for 
analyzing  unlabelled  wastes  delivered  to  the  facility. 


Proposed  Site  Layout 


Storage.  Convert  the  existing  laboratory  and  supply 
storage  space  to  a waste  handling 
area  called  the  East  Flammables  Bay; 
install  shelving  in  the  storage  build- 
ing to  increase  storage  capacity. 

Packaging.  To  increase  efficiency, 
bulk  more  wastes  into  drumss,  rather 
than  simply  placing  unopened 
containers  in  drums  with  absorbent. 


Treatment.  To  save  on  costs,  recycle 
more  wastes  and  treat  some  wastes 
at  the  facility. 

Emissions  Controls.  Install  filters 
on  the  vents  from  the  facility  to 
minimize  the  chemicals  emitted 
from  waste  handling. 


The  storage  facility  on  this  map 
currently  exists.  The  proposal  is  to 
build  a new  control  building,  loadout 
area,  and  laboratory  to  the  northwest 
of  Recurrent  facility.  (This  area  is 
now  the  Public  Disposal  Area.) 


Important  Information  about  the  Hazardous  Waste  Facility  Project  is  Available  to  the  Public 


Health  Risk  Assessment 


What  Is  It? 

This  document  presents  estimates 
of  the  potential  risks  to  public  health 
that  could  be  associated  with  the 
chemical  emissions  from  normal 
operations  at  the  hazardous  waste 
facility. 

The  risks  are  estimated  for  the 
current  and  future  operations 
(if  the  project  is  implemented). 

The  difference  between  the  current 
and  future  risk,  called  the  Net 
Change  in  Risk,  is  also  calculated. 

The  Health  Risk  Assessment  was 
written  by  a consultant  hired  by 
Sanitary  Fill  Company  according 
to  guidelines  agreed  upon  by  city 
and  state  agencies. 

The  report  was  published  in  June 
1994.  The  report’s  Final  Addendum 
was  published  in  February  1995. 


Accident  Analysis 


What  Is  It? 

The  purpose  of  this  analysis  is 
to  assess  the  risk  of  accidents  at 
the  hazardous  waste  facility. 

It  is  also  used  to  support  the 
environmental  evaluations  in 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report 
prepared  for  the  proposed  upgrade 
of  ^e  entire  solid  waste  and 
recycling  center. 

Another  important  purpose  of  the 
report  is  to  provide  information  to 
emergency  agencies,  such  as  the  fire 
department,  about  how  potential 
accidents  could  affect  services  they 
provide. 

The  Accident  Analysis  was 
published  in  February  1995  and  was 
prepared  according  to  the  County’s 
Hazardous  Waste  Management  Plan 
by  a consultant  hired  by  the  City’s 
Planning  Department. 


What’S  In  the  Report? 

The  Health  Risk  Assessment  describes 
the  expansion  project  and  the  methods 
used  to  calculate  health  risks  to  people 
who  live  or  work  near  the  facility. 

Calculations  are  based  on  the 
amount  and  types  of  waste  handled  at 
the  facility  and  chemicals  that  might 
be  emitted  from  the  facility  during 
normal  operations. 

The  calculations  use  computer 
modeling,  data  related  to  wind  speed 
and  direction,  and  data  related  to  the 
toxicity  of  chemicals. 

The  final  addendum  responds  to 
comments  submitted  by  city  agencies 
and  other  people  who  reviewed  the 
drafts  of  the  report. 


What’S  In  the  Report? 

The  Accident  Analysis  contains 
a description  of  the  project  and 
background  material  about  hazardous 
substances. 

A number  of  possible  accident  types 
are  presented,  and  the  risks  associated 
with  them  are  discussed  in  terms  of 
probability  (whether  they  are  likely  to 
occur)  and  the  consequences  (what 
would  occur)  for  each  accident  type. 

Separate  sections  highlight  two 
specific  areas  of  concern: 

1.  Accidents  During  Transportation 

2.  Earthquake-Induced  Accidents 

The  document  looks  at  the  causes 
of  accidents  (such  as  human  error, 
equipment  failure,  or  external  events) 
and  suggests  ways  to  reduce  the  risks 
through  design  changes  or  by 
modifying  facility  procedures. 


Copies  of  these 
documents  are  available 
for  review  at  San 
Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning  (at  1660 
Mission  Street)  and  at 
these  other  locations: 

San  Francisco  Libraries 
Main  Library 
Bayview  Branch 
Visitacion  Valley 
Branch 

Brisbane 

Brisbane  City  Library 
Brisbane  Fire  Station 

Call  John  Billovits  at 
City  Planning  if  you 
have  more  questions: 
415/558-6390 


What’S  Next? 

Along  with  the 
Environmental  Impact 
Report,  these  two  reports 
will  be  reviewed  by  City 
agencies,  the  general 
public,  the  Local 
Assessment  Committee, 
and  the  Committee’s 
technical  consultants  for 
completeness  and  sound 
methodology. 

Reviewers  will  consider 
the  risk  values  presented 
in  the  report. 

They  will  recommend 
ways  to  lower  risks  or 
otherwise  identify  the 
terms  and  conditions 
necessary  to  make  the 
risks  acceptable  to  the 
surrounding  community. 


PUBLIC  COMMENT  SOUGHT  ON  PROPOSED  EXPANSION  OF 
HOUSEHOLD  HAZARDOUS  WASTE  COLLECTION  FACILITY 


Sanitary  Fill  Company's  Household 
Hazardous  Waste  Collection  Facility 


Project  Description 

The  San  Francisco  Solid  Waste  Transfer 
and  Recycling  Center  is  located  across  the 
freeway  from  Candlestick  Park.  This 
facility  is  owned  and  operated  by  Sanitary 
Fill  Company  (SFC),  a subsidiary  of  Norcal 
Systems,  Inc.  In  1988,  SFC  and  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  opened  the 
nation’s  first  permanent  household 
hazardous  waste  collection  facility  on  this 
site.  Three  days  per  week,  city  residents 
may  bring  unwanted  household  chemicals, 
such  as  paint,  oil,  pesticides,  and  solvents, 
to  the  facility.  Here,  the  waste  is  sorted 
and  packed  to  be  shipped  off  site  for 
recycling,  treatment,  incineration,  or 
disposal. 

As  part  of  a larger  plan  to  upgrade 
recyling  and  waste  management 
operations,  SFC  is  proposing  to 

• Expand  the  existing  household 

hazardous  waste  facility 

• Add  a similar  program  for  small 

businesses  such  as  painting 
contractors  and  print  shops 


Local  Assessment  Committee  (LAC) 

City  residents  are  encouraged  to  bring  questions  and  concoms  about  the  proposed 
expansion  of  the  hazardous  waste  facility  to  a committee  appointed  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission.  The  Local  Assessment  Committee  will  advise  the  Commission  on  the  terms 
and  conditions  by  which  the  project  would  be  acceptable  to  the  surrounding 
neighborhoods  and  to  the  larger  community. 

The  LAC  has  seven  members,  appointed  to  represent  the  community-at-large  (three 
members),  environmental  or  public  interest  groups  (two  members),  and  affected 
businesses  or  industries  (two  members).  The  committee  meets  once  a month;  meeting 
places  vary  but  are  usually  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  of  the  facility.  Meetings  are 
open  to  the  public. 

To  learn  more  about  this  project  and  about  how  you  can  direct  your  comments,  call 
(415)  558-6319  Lois  Scott,  City  Planning 


Waste  Groups  and  Examples 


Comparison  of  Waste  Volumes  by  Program 


Group 

Example 

Corrosive  Materials 

Muriatic  acid  (cement  cleaner) 

Carpet  cleaner 

Ammonia  window  cleaner 

Oxidizers 

Nitric  acid 

Bleach 

Hydrogen  peroxide 

Flammable  Liquid 

Paint  thinner 

Dry  cleaning  solvent 

Wood  preservatives,  herbicides 

Poisons 

Ant  killer 

Metal  plating  solutions 

Flammable  Solids 

Adhesives 

Roofing  tar 

Dangerous  When  Wet 

Calcium  carbide 

Organic  Peroxides 

Acne  medicine 

Miscellaneous 

Garden  fungicide 

Huorescent  light  ballasts 

Combustibles 

Motor  oil 

Oil  base  paint 

Recyclable 

Latex  paunt 

Car  batteries 

Inhalation 

Heating  duct  insulation 

Photochemicals 

Stop  bath 

Activator 

Aerosols 

Spray  p>aint 

Insecticide 

Comparison  of  Waste 
Volumes  by  Program 

These  two  bars 
compare  the  amount 
of  hazardous  waste 
handled  in  1992  with 
the  maximum 
amount  that  could  be 
handled  in  the 
future. 


Small  Business  Pilot 
Program  in  1992 
2,245  gallons 


1992  Annual  Maximum  Annual 

Throughput  Throughput 

(Proposed  for  Future) 


Households 

Breakdown  of  Waste  Types 


Small  Businesses 
Breakdown  of  Waste  Types 
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